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Abstract. Corporate education in international organizations faces a lot of chal-
lenges which are hoped to be addressed by using blended learning concepts. 
However, the heterogeneity of an international workforce in terms of culture 
and learning style opposes this objective. Therefore, this research-in-progress 
paper focuses on cultural and learning style impacts on learning success when 
using blended learning in organizations. Based on first theoretical ideas of a 
blended learning success model the impact of culture and learning style on 
learning outcome is theorized and analyzed using an empirical study conducted 
with 81 employees of an international organization. The results reveal that na-
tional culture has an impact on blended learning success and therefore a cultural 
sensitive design of blended learning environments is necessary. The results are 
the basis for further research to develop a blended learning success model in-
cluding cultural and learning style aspects as it is described in the paper. 
Keywords: blended learning, culture, learning style, success, blended learning 
success 
1 Introduction 
In recent years, corporate education focuses more and more on blended learning 
concepts to educate employees of an organization [1-2]. The term blended learning 
describes a mix of traditional and online learning methods and media often supported 
by information technology (IT) [3-6]. The scope is to guarantee learning success by 
combining traditional and e-learning methods as well as an effective and efficient 
design of learning contents [7]. Concerning the usage of blended learning concepts in 
corporate education in international organizations, problems arise because of the het-
erogeneity of employees [8-9]. This heterogeneity of an organization’s workforce is 
on the one side based on employees’ different cultural backgrounds.  
In regard to corporate education, culture is identified as a factor that influences the 
success of different learning methods [10-11]. The cultural background of an individ-
ual determines his learning preferences, needs and expectations of the instructor’s role 
[12-13]. On the other side, the heterogeneity of an organizations workforce can also 
be characterized by its employees’ learning style. In general, employees’ learning 
style implies their preferences of learning and instructional activities [14]. Research 
identifies different learning outcome in dependence of their learning style and the 
teaching method used [1], [7], [15]. However, most of these prior works have either 
focused on traditional or e-learning. Therefore, only few insights exist how culture 
and learning style influence the success of blended learning concepts and which cul-
ture and learning style fit best the combination of offline and online teaching meth-
ods. Nonetheless, these insights are important especially for international organiza-
tions investing in the design and implementation of blended learning concepts to edu-
cate their workforce. Consequently, this research-in-progress paper provides a first 
step towards a blended learning success model by theorizing the impact of the hetero-
geneity with regard to national culture and individual learning style on an individual’s 
learning success. Therefore we focus on the following research questions: 
RQ: Does the heterogeneity of employees have an impact on blended 
learning success?  
Do factors such as culture and learning style have an impact on blended 
learning success?  
 
In order to provide an answer to these research questions, first ideas of a blended 
learning success model are discussed, and the influence of national culture and learn-
ing style of net benefits as one example of learning success is analyzed. The results 
provide the basis for a discussion whether future research and organizations develop-
ing blended learning concepts should concentrate more on cultural sensitive design of 
blended learning environments such as Koh and Lim [16] already claimed for e-
learning concepts.  
The remainder of the paper is as follows. First, the theoretical background is ex-
plained. Second, a theoretical model is developed explaining blended learning suc-
cess. Based on this model, hypotheses are derived. Third, the design of a first pre-
study is explained and the results are presented. Finally, implications and future re-
search are described before the paper concludes with the limitations. 
2 Theoretical Background  
This section provides an overview of the theoretical background of our research. In 
addition, we develop a theoretical model of blended learning success based on the e-
learning success model [17]. Moreover, we extend the model by national culture and 
learning style. Therefore a brief literature overview of national culture and learning 
style and examinations regarding to learning success are provided.  
2.1 Blended Learning Success 
Blended Learning Environment. The term blended learning is often used but ac-
cording to Trigwell and Oliver ([18], p. 17] is “ill-defined”. As a result, we define 
within our paper a corporate blended learning environment as a learning environment 
in which traditional and online methods and media are combined and which is sup-
ported by IT such as learning management systems. This definition is based on Gra-
ham [3] and Reiss and Steffens [19]. The goal of the corporate blended learning envi-
ronment is to ensure continuous education of the employees. Consequently, blended 
learning environments bundle the strength and avoid the weakness of both traditional 
learning and e-learning. Traditional learning environments are characterized on a 
positive side by a rich social context. The instruction takes place in a classroom and 
face-to-face, learners have the possibility to interact and to get immediate feedback of 
the instructor or other learners [20-21]. E-learning environments offer the learner 
flexibility according to time, pace and place. A high amount of learners can be 
reached. As a negative aspect, social context is missing as communication often takes 
place through asynchronous discussion forums or through e-mail. The danger exists 
that online learners get lost in an unstructured learning environment. Moreover learn-
ers can feel isolated [21-23]. Dependent on the learning methods and media which are 
used in a learning environment, the learning environment can be characterized either 
as instructor- or learner-centered. In instructor-centered learning environments learn-
ers have a more passive part and receive the knowledge directly from the instructor. 
Methods such as lectures are used. In contrary, learner-centered environments include 
learners more in the learning process. Learners are actively involved and construct 
knowledge through activities such as group working [24-27].   
Learning Success. Learning success can be examined through the evaluation of the 
learning environment. Often models such as Kirkpatrick’s model [28-29] or the e-
learning success model of Holsapple and Lee-Post [17] are used [20], [30], [31].  
Kirkpatrick’s model evaluates traditional learning environments such as corporate 
education training. The model includes four levels. These levels focus on the satisfac-
tion of learners, the ability to perform the newly acquired skills and also its impact on 
measurable profits [28-29]. In contrary, Holsapple and Lee-Posts’s [17] e-learning 
success model concentrates on the evaluation of online learning environments. The 
model is based on DeLone and McLean’s [33] information success model. It includes 
three different parts: design, delivery and outcome. Design has the dimensions system 
quality, information and service quality. System quality evaluates factors such as the 
learning system is easy to use or user friendly. Information quality characterizes 
whether the learning content is well-organized or effectively presented. Service quali-
ty considers the quality of instruction such as facilitation of student participation. The 
success of the delivery stage is measured by use and user satisfaction. The dimension 
use characterizes the usefulness of different learning methods and elements which are 
provided. The third stage outcome consists of net benefits. Positive and negative as-
pects are distinguished. Positive aspects include for instance the enhancement of 
learning. Negative aspects address things such as the lack of contact as learning takes 
place online [17], [33], [34], [35].  
However, most studies focus on the evaluation of e-learning or traditional learning 
or comparisons between them (e. g. Joy II and Garcia [32]). In conclusion, less re-
search focusing directly on blended learning environments evaluation is available.  
For the evaluation of a blended learning environment we use Holsapple and Lee-
Posts’s [17] e-learning success model as a basis. As this model focuses on the success 
of e-learning systems, it has to be adapted to the characteristics of blended learning. 
For this reason, net benefits consider only positive aspects in our model. Positive 
aspects focus on enhanced learning, empowered learning and academic success. 
Therefore the evaluation of the learning process and performance, the comprehensi-
bility of the learning material and the perceived involvement of the learner in the 
learning progress are examined. Negative aspects such as lack of contact are removed 
because blended learning environments have both face-to-face and online learning 
methods. Contrary to traditional learning environments, blended learning environ-
ments are supported by IT. Often learning management systems or content manage-
ment systems are used. An advantage is that learners have the possibility to manage 
and monitor their learning process through an overview of passed and still to pass 
courses. In addition, blended learning environments offer face-to-face components 
such as classroom learning so that learners can exchange problems regarding the IT-
system and do not get lost such as could be the case in an e-learning environment 
[21], [22], [36]. Consequently the three positive aspects stay in focus, and the nega-
tive ones are removed. We use this model as it provides us with three dimensions – 
design, delivery and outcome – a good starting point for the characterization of blend-
ed learning environment. The dimensions can be adapted to the needs of blended 
learning environments and expanded by additional dimensions or factors in future 
studies. 
In the following, we focus on a first step of the outcome – in other words on the net 
benefits of blended learning environments – to discuss whether national culture and 
learning style have an impact on blended learning success and to discuss which cul-
tural setting and learning style fit best with blended learning environments. This is in 
line with research that highlights that learning success is mostly correlated to learning 
outcome [7], [36], [37]. The other dimensions (design and delivery) of the e-learning 
success model are not used. Based on the results of this first step, further theorizing is 
necessary to also focus on the design and delivery components so that we may to 
explain blended learning success and the impact of culture and learning style in more 
detail. We use only the outcome component for our theoretical model.  
2.2 Learning Style  
Regarding the term learning style, a lot of different definitions exist. In this paper, 
we use the definition of Jonassen and Grabowsi ([14], p. 5) who define learning style 
as “learner preferences for different types of learning and instructional activities.” In 
this context, a lot of learning style inventories and models exist. The aim of these 
inventories and models is to divide learners in different groups to categorize learning 
methods that fit best with each group.  
In our research, we use the VARK model as it offers an overview of learning style 
preferences in regards to information presentation and assimilation [38]. Blended 
learning environments present a mix of traditional and online learning so that the use 
of learning methods as well as the composition of learning material, in foreground 
learning material that is presented online, has to be considered. Learners can have 
different preferences such as the presentation of information mainly through charts 
and/or supported by text [1], [25], [38]. The VARK model focuses on the sensory 
mode preferences of learning and is therefore a good approach in regards to discern-
ing preferences of blended learning environments. Learning styles are Visual (V), 
Aural (A), Read/Write (R) and Kinesthetic (K). In addition, learners can have more 
than one preference such as visual-aural (VA) or visual-aural-kinesthetic (VAK). In 
this regard they are called multi-mode learners [38]. As in the case of the VARK 
model, each learning style has appropriate learning activities and methods. Learning 
styles can be characterized according to their preferred sensory mode and activities 
that take place in their environment. For example, V-learners like demonstrations. 
They structure and remember thoughts by using lists. They are good in recognizing 
faces but forget names easily. Concerning the environment, they are less disrupted by 
noises but easily through movements or activities in their learning environment. A-
learners prefer learning through explanations by other learners. They like discussions 
and dialogues to work out solutions for problems. Noises disturb them quickly. R-
learners tend to take notes in lectures or while working on difficult learning material. 
They draw things for memorizing. K-learners choose learning by doing. Hands-on 
experiences are very important for them. They need to touch things and be active. In 
conclusion, traditional classroom learning is less appropriate for them [15], [38].  
Fleming [38] shows that learner have higher learning outcomes if they are trained 
by their preferred learning methods and activities. Eom et al. [7] examine learning 
style influences on learning outcome and satisfaction of online-learners. The results 
show that online-learners that are V- and R-learners are more satisfied with the online 
course. A reason for this is that online-learning environments often include less oral 
learning elements or hands-on experiences as could be provided in traditional learning 
environments. For this reason V- and R-learners are more addressed with regard to 
their learning preferences than K-learners who are more characterized as active learn-
ers that need to use touch or A-learners who like to discuss or listen to instructions 
[7]. Rakab [39] reveals also significant results in regards to learning style influences 
on knowledge acquisition of online-learners. The results of Drago and Wagner [15] 
indicate that online-learners are mostly V- and R-learners. Moreover, online learning 
seems more attractive to these two learning styles. Less satisfied are multi-mode 
learners and especially learners, who prefer all four sensory modes (V, A, R and K). 
As blended learning environments combine online and traditional learning meth-
ods, we assume that multi-mode learners’ preferences can be more addressed than 
single-mode learners. This leads to our first hypothesis H1: 
H1: The success of blended learning is dependent on different learning styles. 
H1a: Multi-mode learners have more success than other learning styles.  
2.3 National Culture 
In general culture can be defined as “learned ideas, values, knowledge, rules and 
customs shared by members of a collectivity” (Holmes et al. [40], p. 157). In regards 
to different scopes, culture can be more specialized such as organizational or national 
culture. As we are interested in employees’ heterogeneity of one organization we 
focus on national culture in the following [41]. According to Hofstede [42], national 
culture is a set of assumptions, values and behaviors which are shared among mem-
bers of an ethnicity. It is mostly characterized by different dimensions. Hofstede [42] 
mentions power distance, uncertainty avoidance, individualism/collectivism and mas-
culinity/femininity. In the deduction of the dimensions different behavior in social 
and working life such as family, school or working place results. In the following, 
some examples with regard to education are explained.  
Power distance describes the division of power in a society. In low power distance 
societies, education is student-centered whereas education of high power distance 
societies is teacher-centered [13]. Uncertainty avoidance focuses on the extent of 
uncertainty about the future and the corresponding behavior. In societies which have a 
high index of uncertainty avoidance teachers have to answer everything. Teachers in 
countries with a small index of uncertainty avoidance do not need to know every-
thing. Furthermore, individualism and collectivism are regarded as opposites. With 
the help of these two terms the relationship between the individual and the collectivity 
is explained. Collectivist-oriented societies are characterized by learners who put their 
hands up if the learning group agrees. In contrary, learners belonging to an individual-
istic society can decide by their own. The last dimension differentiates between mas-
culinity and femininity. Value differences of working objectives between the genders 
are characterized. For men, advancement, earnings, training and up-to-dateness are 
important. Women focus more on friendly atmosphere, position security, physical 
conditions, manager and cooperation [13].  
According to empirical examinations countries are classified according to their in-
dex of the different dimensions. Examples of countries that are characterized as low 
power distance and individualistic are Germany, Norway or the United States of 
America. France and Spain are classified as high power distance and individualistic 
societies. Japan and Indonesia can be mentioned as examples for high power distance 
and collectivist societies. Costa Rica is the only country which is analyzed as a low 
power distance and collectivistic society [13].  
Hofstede’s [13] cultural dimensions, ‘individualism vs. collectivism’ and ‘power 
distance’, have impact on the way of learning and behaving in traditional face-to-face 
learning environments. Learners belonging to a low power distance culture are openly 
encouraged and express their own opinions. They ask questions and argue against the 
teacher’s opinion if they do not agree. Knowledge is also created through discussions 
and not only delivered by the teacher. Moreover, learners from collectivistic cultures 
such as Japan need to observe non-verbal communication such as gestures, facial 
expressions and timing [43-45]. 
According to Djojosaputro et al. [46], e-learning environments are more suitable 
for learners from an individualist and low power distance relationship cultural back-
ground. Students with a high power distance cultural background expect that the 
knowledge comes from the instructor rather than building knowledge by themselves 
through discussion or interaction [13]. Chinese learners, for example, need strong 
instruction in e-learning environments because they are insecure in regards to discuss-
ing their own ideas and opinions. As a result they would not use online forums if 
problems arise [47].  
Nonetheless, less research is available regarding cultural impacts concerning 
blended learning environments. The focus is on either traditional learning environ-
ment or e-learning environments (e.g. Cong and Earl [47]; Hall [48]; Stieghorst and 
Edmundson [49]). As findings above show that learners from a collectivistic and high 
power distance cultural background prefer strong instructional oriented learning 
methods [13], [47], we imply that these learners have higher success in an instructor-
centered blended learning environment than learners from cultures which are charac-
terized as individualistic and low power distance. Consequently, we propose the sec-
ond hypotheses H2: 
H2: Blended Learning success is dependent on national cultural differences. 
H2a: In a strong instructor-centered blended learning environment learners be-
longing to high power distance and collectivistic societies have more success than 
learners belonging to a low power distance and individualistic society. 
Moreover, Hofstede [13] states that learners from individualist societies have dif-
ferent learning styles than learners belonging to a collectivist society. Dunn and 
Griggs [50] imply that cultural groups have different learning styles. In addition they 
notice that learning styles empower the cultural differences. Gao and Raul [51] identi-
fy differences of cognitive styles between eastern and western cultures. German and 
Chinese preferences with regard to social media use are the subject of focus. For 
Germans the relationship to their social contacts within the system and the authentici-
ty of the system is more important than for Chinese. Eastern cultures such as China 
think in a concrete, holistic and relational way whereas western cultures think more 
analytic, functional and abstract [52]. Supplemented by the national culture dimen-
sions individualism/collectivism and power distance as well as related behavior in 
education of the learners, we deduce the third hypothesis H3: 
H3: Learning style preferences are dependent on national cultural differences.  
H3a: Learners belonging to a low power and individualistic culture are more 
A(ural) and K(inesthetic)- learners than learners belonging to a high power and col-
lectivistic culture. 
In conclusion, our research model focuses on net benefits as one aspect of blended 
learning success and the impact of national culture and learning style on net benefits.  
3 Research Setting 
The next section describes a first research setting including the sample and meth-
odology which has been used to test the three derived hypotheses. For the evaluation a 
pre-study has been conducted in an international organization. In this pre-study a first 
research model for blended learning success is created and tested. 
3.1 Sample 
The survey, which is described in the next section, has been handed out to employ-
ees of an international company in the medical sector. The target group has a continu-
ous need of education resulting from their job activities and tasks. Employees’ job 
activities and tasks are primarily to train customers on the product portfolio of the 
company. Therefore employees work at various sites worldwide/from different de-
partments worldwide and spend most of their working time with the customers or 
participating in training on new products. Due to their working experience and their 
former jobs employees have different experience with regard to blended learning. In 
general, they are used to blended learning as a result of the huge amount of continu-
ous training. Education is offered through a blended learning environment including 
classroom-training and different online learning methods such as webcasts, e-learning 
or web-based-courses and virtual classrooms. In addition, an IT-system is used. Each 
employee has an account to the IT-system in order to book courses and to get an 
overview of his completed and outstanding courses to ensure his knowledge is up to 
date. In summary, the blended learning environment can be characterized as more 
instructor-centered. The learning methods used focus on an efficient delivery of 
knowledge.  
3.2 Methodology  
A survey is developed and distributed in classroom courses and through the intra-
net of the company. In this survey learning style is evaluated through the VARK 
questionnaire of Fleming [53], which is free and available online. In our study, we use 
the version including 16 items. These items describe daily situations of the learner 
and their preferences of reaction. For each item four possible reactions are available. 
The learner can then mark all his preferences such as one, two, three or all four. In 
order to figure out the learner’s national culture, his/her nationality is asked. Then a 
classification to a cultural group has been made based on Hofstede’s [13] analysis of 
50 countries and three regions in regards to the national culture dimensions individu-
alism/collectivism and power distance. The results identify six society clusters (Hof-
stede [13], p. 217). The blended learning success is measured through a selection of 
six items focusing on the net benefits of the blended learning environment (e.g. ‘the 
blended learning environment enables me to control when and where to learn’) of 
Holsapple and Lee-Post’s [17] based on the third dimension of the e-learning success 
model, [34] using a seven-level Likert-scale from strongly disagree to strongly agree. 
The items are adapted to the requirements of a blended learning environment.  
Of the target group of approximately 160 persons, 81 respond to the survey (re-
sponse rate = 50.6 %). 39 male and 42 female participants from 25 different countries 
are reached by the survey. Participants from the different countries are added to five 
clusters. Cluster one (Australia, Canada, Great Britain, Netherlands and USA) and 
two (Austria, Germany, Norway, Sweden and Switzerland) are characterized as ‘low 
power distance/individualistic’. Cluster three (Belgium, France, Italy, South Africa 
and Spain) is classified as ‘high power distance/individualistic’, cluster four (Arab 
Countries, Brazil, Greece, Japan) and five (Hong Kong, Indonesia, Portugal, Singa-
pore, Taiwan) as ‘high power distance/collectivistic’. The learning style is evaluated 
through the manual of Fleming [53]. Of the 81 participants six V-, 26 A-, 15 R-, 23 
K- and 11 multi-mode learners are identified. Ten of the multi-mode learners are bi-
mode learners (one VR-, two VK-, one AR-, four AK- and two RK-learners) and one 
is a tri-mode learner (ARK). 
4 Results  
For the analysis of our hypotheses, IBM SPSS statistics (version 21) is used. To 
ensure consistency of the measurement instrument net benefits, we conducted tests 
regarding the reliability and validity (see Table 1). The factor loading tests reveals 
that all items are above the recommend threshold of 0.7 [54]. Therefore indicator 
reliability is confirmed. In order to operationalize construct reliability, we calculate 
Cronbach’s Alpha which is above the recommended value of 0.7 by Hair et al. [55] 
and indicates construct reliability. 
To test the first hypothesis (H1) mean values of blended learning success of differ-
ent learning styles (V-, A-, R-, K- and multi-mode learners) are compared and Krus-
kal-Wallis test is performed. These methods are chosen as a result of the characteris-
tics of the variables. Learning style is a nominal variable and net benefits are interval 
scaled [56-57]. 
Table 1. Loadings and Cronbach’s Alpha of measurement net benefits 
 
 
In addition, normality and homogeneity of variance are tested. Whereas the results 
of Levene test (F= 0.441, p= 0.779) shows homogeneity of variance, the results of 
Shapiro-Wilk test (see Table 2 above) reveals no normality of variables.  
The comparison of mean values and the results of the Kruskal-Wallis test are illus-
trated in Table 2. The Kruskal-Wallis test does not indicate any significant difference 
(p = 0.418). In addition to this, the mean values of net benefits of different learning 
styles show no tendency for strong differences. Hence, H1 has to be rejected.  
Table 2. Comparison of mean values and results Shapiro-Wilks (above) and Kruskal-Wallis 
test (below) 
 
 
 
For the validation of the second hypothesis, mean values of society clusters are 
compared and a Kruskal-Wallis test is performed. According to first hypothesis, we 
prove normality (Shapiro-Wilk test) and homogeneity of variables (Levene test). The 
homogeneity of variance can be confirmed (F= 1.803, p = 0.138). The results of the 
Shapiro-Wilk test are included in Table 3 and show no normality of variables.  
 In order to get a detailed analysis as well as a result of the small samples of clus-
ters, Mann-Whitney test between the low power distance/individualistic and high 
power distance/collectivistic clusters supplement the analysis [56-57]. Table 3 offers 
the results of the comparison of the mean values, of the Kruskal-Wallis test and of the 
Mann-Whitney tests. The Kruskal-Wallis test shows no significance. In contrary the 
detailed analysis of the individual clusters through Mann-Whitney tests identifies 
highly significant differences [57] between blended learning success of low power 
distance/individualistic and high power distance/collectivistic clusters. Consequently, 
hypothesis H2 in which we assume national culture differences with regard to blended 
learning success can be supported. 
Table 3. Comparison of mean values and results Shapiro-Wilks (above), Kruskal-Wallis test 
and Mann-Whitney tests (below) 
 
 
 
The third hypothesis H3 is tested through a cross-table including the two nominal 
variables and complemented by a chi square test [56-57]. Table 4 presents the cross-
table. The results of the chi square show significant results (χ2 = 30.872, df = 16, p = 
.014). Concerning the cross-table, tendency of the clusters to learning style prefer-
ences are visible. As a result the hypothesis H3 can be supported. Differences be-
tween learning style preferences of the national culture clusters are verified. 
Table 4. Cross-table 
 
5 Discussion 
Our results reveal the rejection of the hypothesis H1 and the support of the hypotheses 
H2 and H3. Hypothesis H1 implies the differences of blended learning success in 
regards to learning style preferences and in foreground a higher success for multi-
mode learners. The highest value is reached by the visual learners but strongly fol-
lowed by the multi-mode and kinesthetic learners. In this context, it can be assumed 
that the sample of different learning styles is too small in order to get significant re-
sults. It is also interesting that only a few participants are identified as multi-mode 
learners. Multi-mode learners present only 13.6 % of the sample. The results of other 
studies evaluating the VARK learning style show higher proportions (e.g. Brown et 
al. [58]; Frey et al. [59]). Consequently, we assume that the small amount of multi-
learner in our sample is the reason for no significant differences according to the 
Kruskal-Wallis test. In order to get a clear impression of learning style impacts on 
blended learning environments, another study including a larger sample is desirable 
and which shows a similar distribution as indicated as normal by Brown et al. [58] or 
Frey et al. [59]. Besides, an examination that uses another learning style inventory 
might be considered as with using the VARK model no significant results can be 
observed.  
Regarding the hypothesis H2, national culture differences of blended learning suc-
cess are identified. As our evaluated blended learning environment can be character-
ized as instructor-centered, the highest mean are stated by society cluster four which 
is characterized as high power distance and collectivistic. Individualistic and low 
power distance-oriented clusters have smaller mean values.  Hence, national culture 
can be mentioned as an important aspect which should be considered for effective and 
efficient design and delivery of learning content. Our results indicate that an instruc-
tor-centered blended learning fits best with high power distance/collectivistic cultural 
background of a learner. However, as cluster three and four identify also significant 
results regarding the performed Mann-Whitney tests, a closer look to the countries 
belonging to the two clusters is necessary. Cluster four includes Arab countries, Ja-
pan, Brazil and Greece whereas cluster three contains Hong Kong, Indonesia, etc. 
which should be evaluated by future research. 
Mainly focusing on Hofstede [13] and other studies, we also assume the hypothesis 
H3 which implies national culture impacts on learning style preferences. The chi 
square test shows significant results. The cross-table identifies tendency of the society 
clusters to learning style preferences such as the cluster three is aural-oriented or clus-
ter five visual. Thus, collectivistic-minted clusters are more focusing on visual learn-
ing whereas individualistic-minted clusters prefer more aural-supported learning. 
However, no cultural tendency in regards to multi-mode learners is noticeable. As 
already mentioned above, this can be a consequence of the small sample followed by 
small sub-groups. Therefore another study with an enlarged sample is required to 
further analyze and discuss the effect of national culture on learning style and conse-
quently, the mediation effect of learning style for the impact of national culture on 
blended learning success.  
These first results already have an important implication. As discussed above na-
tional culture has an impact on blended learning success. Therefore cultural sensitive 
design of learning environments such as already required for e-learning by Koh and 
Lim [16] is necessary. Corporate education has to consider national culture and relat-
ed learning preferences, expectations and needs.  
Nonetheless, this research-in-progress paper is limited by the fact that we focus on-
ly on the third stage of the e-learning success model of Holsapple and Lee-Post [17] 
which we adapt to requirements of blended learning environments. Consequently, the 
two other stages design and delivery are missing. In order to extend our theorizing 
and empirical research, further research on this topic will be done in the next months. 
The influence of national culture and learning style on blended learning design and 
delivery in corporate education will be examined in order to investigate potential 
mediation effects through these variables on learning outcome. Furthermore, taking 
design and delivery into account, an analysis of the effectiveness and efficiency of 
learning methods and media which enables active, constructivist and collaborative 
learning especially for learners with different cultural backgrounds and learning styles 
is possible. 
The e-learning success model is applied for the first time in a blended learning-
context. As a result items have to be adapted or reduced which can have an influence 
on validity and reliability. Another limitation can be seen in the small sample of 81 
participants. Although 25 different nationalities are identified, the society clusters are 
small.  
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